This paper presents a monoclausal, multipredicate analysis of Japanese causatives, adopting the fundamental assumptions of Relational Grammar. Evidence is provided for the existence of two distinct classes of causatives, distinguished on the basis of the agentivity of the matrix subject. It is also demonstrated that the surface case marking of the causee is constrained by its relative status to the matrix subject with respect to a set of Proto-Agent entailments (as proposed in Dowty I99I).
typology to include the possibility that the embedded I of a union not be revalued at all. In such a case, this nominal is put en chomage by the matrix I (if there is one).2 The universal parameters of union constructions are stated in (2).
(2) (a) The embedded I may be revalued or not.
(b) If the embedded i is revalued, it is revalued as a 2 or a 3. Other embedded nominals either retain their embedded GR into the final stratum of the clause or acquire the Chomeur (Cho) relation (in case their embedded GR is assumed by revaluation of the embedded I). For example, an embedded final 2 will be a union stratum 2 unless the embedded I is revalued to 2, in which case it will be a Cho.
In most of the RG literature prior to Davies & Rosen (i988), unions are represented as structures having two clauses initially which collapse into one clause finally. However, the biclausal formalization of union suffers from several drawbacks. For example, there is no direct evidence that the embedded clause actually bears a GR, nor evidence as to what that GR might be, if it existed. Also, the GR borne by the embedded clause (whatever it might be) DISAPPEARS in the union stratum under the biclausal analysis, and this too must be stipulated. Davies & Rosen (I988) give several additional reasons for treating unions as single-clause structures, rather than embeddings of multiple clauses, i.e. all the predicates and nominals are dependents of the same clause node. The embedded predicate heads a P(redicate) arc in the first (hereafter, ci) stratum. The causative predicate does not head any arc in the cI stratum; the first stratum in which the causative predicate bears a GR is, by definition, the union stratum. In addition to the causative predicate itself, the I subcategorized for by that predicate heads no arc in any pre-union stratum. The first stratum in which a predicate heads a P arc is defined as its P-INITIAL stratum. Correspondingly, the last stratum in which a predicate heads a P arc is its P-FINAL stratum. Note that in a multipredicate construction, the P-initial or P-final strata of a given predicate are not necessarily the initial or final strata of the. clause.
The RELATIONAL NETWORK (RN) of (i) is as follows:
(3) I P P I 2 Cho -sase sensei gakusei kaerSensei and gakusei both head P-initial I arcs. The strata in which a given [21 CH6MEUR (Cho) is the grammatical relation that arises when the GR bome by a clausal dependent is assumed by another dependent of the same clause. The Cho relation is MOTIVATED where retention of a GR would result in a violation Of STRATAL UNIQUENESS (i.e., only one dependent can bear a given GR in a given stratum). Acquiring the Cho relation is technically a DEMOTION; i.e., Chos are classed with Obliques with regard to accessibility to syntactic phenomena (e.g. relativization, clefting).
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predicate heads a P arc form its P-SECTOR. The ci stratum in which kaer-in (3) heads a P arc is the INNER P-sector; the c2 stratum in which the causative predicate -sase heads a P arc is, in addition to being the union stratum, the FINAL or OUTER P-sector. In the union (c2) stratum of (3), the predicate of the inner P-sector, kaer-, is put en chomage, and the inner P-final I, gakusei, revalues to 2.
Union is characterized then by the introduction of a predicate into a noninitial stratum of a clause, and it is not available for every predicate. For example, the Spanish verb querer 'want' is a union trigger, while parecer 'seem' is not, as evidenced by the clitic-climbing facts in (4b) and (5b) (see Aissen & Perlmutter 1976 The ability of querer to trigger union in (4b) is a lexical property of the verb. The mechanism by which a verb is specified (or not specified) as a union predicate in the lexicon needs not be very complex, and can be folded into the subcategorization requirements that all verbs generally impose on their RNs. In principle, a P arc might originate in ANY stratum, and it is the capacity to originate in a non-initial stratum which characterizes union predicates. Of course, the vast majority of verbs in any language (like parecer in (5)) are required to head a P arc beginning in the first stratum of a clause. Verbs which are OPTIONAL union predicates, such as querer 'want' in (4), have the first coordinate of their P arc left unspecified. Finally, affixal predicates such as the Japanese causative -sase, which can ONLY appear as union predicates, have their P arcs specified to begin in a post-initial stratum.
JAPANESE CAUSATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS
Almost any basic Japanese verb can be causativized by attaching the inflection -(s)ase to the verb stem.3 However, the facts are more complex than (i) suggests. Causatives of transitive verbs differ from those of intransitives, [3] The initial consonant of -sase drops when affixed to a verb stem ending in a consonant. The addition of -sase to tabe 'eat' and kaer 'go home' yields the following: tabe + sase= tabesase; kaer + sase = kaerase 46 and three classes of intransitive verbs can be distinguished with respect to the case marking of a causee. In causatives formed from transitive verbs, the causee is marked with dative ni and the direct object of the embedded verb has accusative o.
(6) (a) Seito ga eigo o hanasita. (1973) argued that it translates into a 'let' versus 'make' distinction, while Shibatani (I973) claimed that the distinction is non-discrete. Without going into the details of the various proposals, suffice it to say that there is a real semantic difference between ni and o causatives, and that this difference needs to be reflected in any analysis of the construction. For clarity, I will adopt Kuno's terminology and refer to them as 'let' and 'make' causatives, respectively. For causatives formed from transitive verbs, the causee is normally marked with ni, and the interpretation is ambiguous between 'make' and 'let'.
Alongside the syntactic patterning of causatives in connection with their case marking, one can also distinguish three semantic types of causatives, each with its own distribution. There is the most familiar 'make' causative, which involves a sentient, volitional subject. This is well illustrated by the (b) sentences in (8) and (9) and by the 'make' interpretations of the (b) sentences in (6) and (7). The second semantic type is the 'let' causative just alluded to. It also takes as its subject a sentient, volitional agent (i.e. the one who grants permission or does the persuading). This causative is illustrated in the 'let' interpretations of (6b) and (7b) and in (9c). The third semantic type, which has not been identified as such in the literature, is one which takes a nonagentive subject. This subject, if non-sentient, can be interpreted as the 'cause' (rather than the 'causer') of the event. On the other hand, if the subject of this non-agentive or 'agentless' causative is human, then it is interpreted as 'allowing' the event, or 'not preventing' the event from happening. Observe (io) and ( something with the specific intent of causing the event in question, (io) would still be true even if she had no idea whatsoever that her words would have such an effect. In agentless causatives having a sentient subject, such as (i i), the subject is interpreted as having no control over the event: either by default, (i ia), or by design, (i ib).
Insofar as -sase might be translated in (io) as 'make' (i.e. 'Mary's words made him recall...') and in (i ib) as 'let' (i.e. 'Taro let Ziro sleep till noon'), one might seek to assimilate these examples to the 'make' and 'let' causative classes, respectively. While this approach has in fact been taken (see Kuno I978), there are good reasons for not doing so. First of all, many agentless causatives cannot be assimilated to either the 'make' or the 'let' category.
Although sinaseta is, morphologically speaking, 'cause to die', it certainly does not mean that. Neither does (i ia) mean that 'I (volitionally) permitted my child to die'. Rather, it means something akin to 'I was unable to prevent my child from dying'. It is thus necessary to recognize a third semantic class of causatives, and it seems reasonable to suppose that this class is distinguished on the basis of the semantic role assigned to the subject. A second reason for distinguishing agentless causatives is that they are consistently 'extrametrical' to any account of case marking in causatives. Generalizations applying to all cases of agentive 'make' and 'let' causatives find their exceptions among agentless causatives. For this reason, I will first develop an account of the agentive variety, and return to the agentless causative subsequently.
In characterizing the 'let' and 'make' causatives, the following well-known observation can be made: in all 'let' causatives, the causee is marked with ni; in 'make' causatives, the causee is marked with o, unless the embedded verb is transitive in which case the causee is marked with ni.4 Thus, while all o marked causees are of the 'make' variety, the reverse is not true. This asymmetry results in a transitive causative being potentially ambiguous where an intransitive causative is not. This fact can be made salient by adding the verb kureru 'give' to the gerundive (-te) form of a causativized predicate; attached in this fashion kureru expresses the meaning, roughly, of 'give the favor of...'. The recipient associated with this added predicate varies depending upon whether the causative receives a 'make' or 'let' interpretation. In the case of a 'let' causative, the recipient is understood to be the causee; while in the 'make' causative, the recipient is taken to be someone other than the causer or the causee. Cho -sase Tanaka hisyo kaerTo account for the difference in meaning between (9b) and (9c), I propose the following linkage between 2-3 retreat and the permissive semantics of (9c). (17) 2-3 Retreat-'Let' Linkage: If causative -sase has the 'let' interpretation, then the 1-2 revaluee demotes to 3. The analysis thus separates causative union (uniformly I-2 revaluation) from the ni marking of the causee (2-3 retreat), and ties the semantics of 'let' to the latter.
Notice that (I7) provides a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for the 'let' interpretation. This is because not all ni-marked causees appear in causatives with a 'let' interpretation. Specifically, the causee is marked with ni in both the 'let' and 'make' causatives of transitive predicates (recall (6)). Now there are two ways that the mismatch between semantic interpretations and surface case marking could be accounted for. One could propose that the 'let' reading triggers 2-3 retreat, but 2-3 retreat is not necessarily accompanied by the 'let' reading (as in (I7)). This allows 2-3 retreat to be induced by other factors (to be discussed shortly). Alternatively, one could posit a biconditional relation between the 'let' interpretation and 2-3 retreat, and introduce a special mechanism for assigning ni marking to the causees of transitive causatives which fail to have the 'let' reading. There are a couple of reasons for preferring (I 7) over the alternative: (i) there is no evidence that the ni marked causee of a 'let' causative and that of a 'make' causative are syntactically distinct and plenty of evidence (given in section 7) that they are not distinguishable, and (ii) there are cases in which a causee has ni marking without either a 'let' interpretation or an embedded transitive verb to motivate it (these will be taken up in a discussion of 'non-agentive' causatives in section 6). For these reasons, I claim that causative structures having the 'let' interpretation are a subset of causative structures containing 2-3 retreat, and that transitive causatives have one possible RN, in which the embedded subject is revalued to 2 and demotes to 3 (independent of whether the causative morpheme receives the ' make' or 'let' reading). The characterization of a ni marked causee as a i in the inner P-sector is relatively uncontroversial and is reflected in analyses such as Kuroda (I965), Harada (I973) and Shibatani (I973). The final 3-hood of the nominal is more open to question. Shibatani (I973) and Kuroda (1978) group together all ni marked agentive nominals (i.e. transitive causees and passive agents). However, ni marked causees and ni marked i-Chos (passive agents) are readily distinguishable by diagnostics such as accessibility to topic marking and cleft formation (see sections 7.I and 7.2). More controversial yet is the 5' proposed intermediate 2 relation of the ni marked causee, upon which the 2-3 retreat analysis depends. This will be taken up in section 7.5. Before doing so, I show how 2-3 retreat is conditioned by the semantic features of the causee.
PROTAGONIST CONTROL, DOUBLE OBJECT CLAUSES, AND NI

MARKING
Harada's (1973) proposal that a ni causative requires its verb to express a self-controllable action is, according to Tonoike (1978) If the causative has a 'make' interpretation, then the causee is marked with o, there being nothing else in the structure to motivate 2-3 retreat. (ii) suggests that benkyoo and some other VNs can in fact appear in a structure identical to that given in (35) for denwa. Otherwise, benkyoo could not be fronted at all or occur with the determiner sono. However, denwa can ONLY appear as an object, while benkyoo is normally a 0-assigning VN in construction with the light verb suru. The VN benkyoo only appears in a construction like (34b), when pragmatic factors induce a rather marked construction. Hence, the contrastive interpretation noted above.
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If ( (20) . A small class of two-place predicates, typified by au 'meet', select a transitive initial stratum and further require that their initial 2 demote to 3 (see Dubinsky I990). When causativized, 2-3 retreat occurs independently of causativization (in the inner P-sector, controlled by the 2-3 retreat predicate itself). Since the initial 2 of the inner P-sector demotes to 3, the predicate can form a 'make' causative with an o marked causee without violating the Direct Object Constraint. This is illustrated in (45) in which Mitiko and John each head a P-initial 2-arc. John demotes to 3 in the inner P-sector, and the Direct Object Constraint is satisfied without the 2-3 retreat of the causee. In both (5o) and (5I ), the subject of -sase is a non-agent. In (50), Taro neither intentionally caused, nor permitted (or otherwise intended for) Hanako to grieve. Rather, Taro simply did nothing to prevent her from grieving. The subject of (50) The subject of (58b), taiyoo no hikari, is [-sentient], and is for this reason illformed. It is therefore a property of the predicate hikaru that it does not form an agentless causative.
We have several good reasons for treating agentive and agentless causatives as separate classes: (i) agentless causatives are not readily interpretable as either 'make' or 'let' clauses, (ii) causatives having non-volitional and/or non-sentient subjects counterexemplify generalizations holding for agentive causatives, and (iii) some predicates are restricted to forming causatives of the agentless variety and others can only form causatives of the agentive variety. These facts are all in accord with the following position: there are two related, but lexically distinct, causative predicates. The two causative predicates, both pronounced -sase, are both union predicates, both have the general meaning 'cause', and both introduce an argument which heads a Pinitial i arc. They are distinct in that one selects a [+ protagonist control] subject and the other does not. This is represented in (59). The distinction of two lexical entries for -sase necessitates some revision of (i8) 2-3 Retreat Authorization. While it is obvious, based on (55) and (56b), that this condition on 2-3 retreat cannot be maintained in its current form, 2-3 retreat is in fact constrained in agentless causatives as well and we need to account for it. For agentless causatives, the following contrast obtains: (i) emotive verbs (e.g. yorokobu 'be happy') can form o marked agentive causatives or ni marked agentless causatives, and (ii) verbs which take a [-sentient] subject (e.g. kusaru 'rot') only allow o marked causatives (both in agentive and agentless). Note that (i) [protagonist control] only licenses 2-3 retreat when the matrix subject (of -sase) is itself marked [+ protagonist 64 control], and (ii) another prototypical subject property, [sentience], is invoked in the nonagentive cases.
Suppose, following Dowty i99i, that there is a set of prototypical subject properties (Proto-Agent properties), and that [protagonist control] and [sentience] are in this set. Suppose further, that 2-3 retreat is constrained by the semantic salience (in terms of these properties) of the causee relative to the subject of -sase. Under this view, 2-3 retreat is licensed only when the causee is equal to or greater than the subject of -sase with respect to these particular Proto-Agent entailments. Thus, when the subject of -sase is [+ protagonist control], the causee must also possess this feature in order to undergo 2-3 retreat; when the subject of -sase is [-protagonist control], the causee need only be [+sentient]. We might restate the condition on 2-3 retreat in the following way:
(60) 2-3 Retreat Authorization (revised): A 2 in the P-initial stratum of -sase may retreat to 3, only if the nominal heading the 2-arc meets or exceeds the subject (i.e. proto-Agent) entailments of the P-initial I.
In causatives formed from emotive predicates, which have [+sentient] but [-protagonist control] subjects, (6o) straightforwardly and correctly predicts the causee to be able to undergo 2-3 retreat only when the subject of -sase is specified as [-protagonist control]. This revision also has the fortunate consequence of tying the authorization of 2-3 retreat in causatives to conditions holding in the initial stratum of the causative predicate itself. The 'let' interpretation for agentive -sase is still tied to 2-3 retreat in the predicted way.
(6I) 2-3 Retreat-' Let' Linkage (revised): If AGENTIVE causative -sase has the 'let' interpretation, then the 1-2 revaluee demotes to 3.
All other facts about causative constructions and their case marking are held to be attributable to general properties of Union and the constraints and filters outlined previously. Causative union is still claimed to involve revaluation of the inner subject to 2, and the Direct Object Constraint is held to be a property of Japanese grammar, and not linked to any particular lexical entry. 
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As they can appear marked with ni wa or wa alone, they contrast with I-Chos (passive agents).'7 Also, the topic interpretation is available to them with bare wa, so they are distinguished from monostratal 3s and Locatives. is 'The one whom the teacher made/let speak English is Mitiko.' The behavior of ni marked causees contrasts with that of passive i-Chos. Passive i-Chos are less able to form clefts and always retain their ni marker when they do. In (68a), the clefted i-Cho ano doroboo is ni marked, and the sentence is still not particularly felicitous. In (68b), it lacks a postposition and the sentence is completely ungrammatical.
(68) (a) ?Tanaka ga korosareta no wa ano doroboo ni deatta.
NOM was. killed one TOP that thief DAT was 'The one who Tanaka was killed by was that thief.' (b) *Tanaka ga korosareta no wa ano doroboo deatta. NOM was. killed one TOP that thief was 'The one who Tanaka was killed by was that thief.' The contrast between the passive clefts in (68) and the causative cleft in (67) argues against assimilating the ni marking of passive chomeurs and causees. The clefted passive chomeur in (68) and the clefted causee in (67) are both initial subjects and agents. Their distinct syntactic behavior in cleft constructions must therefore be due to other factors.
[i9] Obviously, (67) is consistent with the claim that the causee is a Locative. However, since
Oblique relations can only arise in initial strata and since a ni marked causee is an embedded i, it could only be a final 3 or a i-Cho.
P-final i-hood: Control of subject equi
In Dubinsky (I985a), it is established that the subject-controller of a subordinate-nagara 'while' clause must be a final i." Applying this diagnostic to causative constructions, we can determine whether only CLAUSE-final is control equi, or whether ANY P-sector final I can do so. (69) and ( These facts suggest that: (i) equi control is at least partly determined by syntactic factors, (ii) a P-sector final i can control subject equi in a -nagara clause, and (iii) causees in syntactic causatives are P-final IS.23 This diagnostic presents an opportunity to answer a question concerning causatives formed from unaccusative verbs. Since the single argument of an unaccusative verb is always [-protagonist control], it will always form an agentive o-causative, as in (76).
[22] (74a) is judged semantically odd because -nagara clause equi is only controlled by Tanaka, and there is an aspectual mismatch between the durative activity of his singing a song and the punctual action of his telling Hanako to go home.
[23] It is correctly suggested by a reviewer that the contrast between (74) and (75) might be due to semantic differences between toosita and kaesita on the one hand, and tooraseta and kaeraseta on the other. Such an explanation would likely rely upon reference to a layered argument structure representation which is in some way isomorphic with the relational analysis presented here. Examining causatives, we find that SH morphology must apply after causativization when the SH trigger is the matrix subject. This SH Condition predicts that a causee should only be able to induce SH morphology on an uncausativized verb, as in (83). This is because the causee is a final I in the inner P-sector (satisfying (86)), but heads only object arcs in the P-sector governed by the causative predicate -sase. However, this prediction is difficult to test, since pragmatic factors make it nearly impossible for a nominal to be both a causee and an SH trigger. The causee is an individual under the command, influence, or control of the causer. SH indicates an acknowledgement of an individual's social superiority or elevated status. It is anomalous, then, for an individual to be simultaneously marked as elevated and subservient.
There are, however, some causative constructions in which the causee can readily trigger SH (see Kuno I983). In agentless causatives, there is no causer for the causee to be subservient to. If it is further made contextually apparent that the action undertaken by the causee is in accord with his/her wishes, then all of the pragmatic factors blocking SH disappear and sentences such as (87a) and (88a) 
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The verb au imposes the requirement on its clause that some nominal head both an initial 2 arc and a later 3 arc. Given this, the only way that the initial 2 of au could wind up as a final i would be via 2-3 retreat followed by 3-I advancement.
(Ioo)(=(99)) I 2 P I 3 P Cho I P Mitiko Taroo au Suppose, that this derivation is prohibited in Japanese (and possibly universally). The RN given in (98) would then be ruled out for the same reason as is (ioo). Having determined that (97) is an allowable derivation and that (98) is not, we now have a way to explain the fact that there are no passives of 'let' causatives. Recalling that 2-3 retreat is a necessary condition for the 'let' interpretation in causatives, we simply need to note that the only way for (95) to have the unattested 'let' interpretation would be for it to have the illicit structure given in (98). Thus, while Harada's (I973) observation is superficially counterexemplified and it is not literally true that 'only ocausatives are passivizable', the generalization does in fact hold at a more abstract level of syntactic structure, since the stratum feeding passive always contains a 2 causee.
